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Dear John, 

There is no reduction in my tiao capability limitationa so I’ll have to respond 
only briefly to your ?/5» 

I Would iikw copies oi aoy riotss you iiade durinc th'^ Hay oral argucenta. 

The legal points sre not for laynen. The isjuo on ?oreatoi wac not and coula 
not be competence* ^t was effectiveness, an entirely different question. Conflict of 
intareot is another. It was nit an obtuse point but a centre! ono. Ray ac;ted on For» 5 - 
flkin’u advice, to which he had always objected. There oame a tiae when he realized hia 
only other choice was worse, >avinj fovoiian throw thj caou in court. Fon^maii, ia fact, 
engaged in an effective, subtle oaiapaiga to persuade him of this. The question thus 
won ;zhy did Ray taho Fox'^omaia’a advice? TliO c^lSO can tui’n on this. 

There is a oorious factual error in your news release. Hay never told Livingston 
any such story. That rather cam© from a Canadian con man going by the naLie of Clil'f. 

The story is palpably false and is, without question, that if there had been any 
such thing Ray would not have been allowed to know about it. 

I luive in thti pfittt addrvi&sed the cocaploxity of thosje aattoro and how tl:oy caa/iot 
be grasped by thcorisslng or from all of that which at host is only peidphoral. This is 
an illustration of what oven inamory can do to the weil-ia tended. 

On tho Schoenosno and what you quote him os sayin: what is an:* to do whan those 
seeking cheap fame, like him, louse evorytJiing up and do what ia and in his case in 
particular was so hurtful? Who ia responsible for what you call bickering? 

These characters havo to be exposed or we* 11 be ruined forever. They are nuts, 
self-promoters and mrfcaps \^or8©. 

If he had been a government agent he could not better served its n*.eds and ends. 

These people destroy all credibility oni ccn*t be allowod to be accepted as 
representative of all or as reflecting ttio existing evidence. I’m cony you can't 
see this but I*vo no time for further explanations. 


Best, 




